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4 Microsoft, 231 F. Supp. 2d at 153 (quoting 
United States v. American Tel. & Tel. Co., 552 F. 
Supp. 131, 151 (D.D.C. 1982), (citation omitted), 
aff’d sub nom. Maryland v. United States, 460 U.S. 
1001 (1983)); see also United States v. Alcan 
Aluminum, Ltd., 605 F. Supp. 619, 622 (W.D. Ky. 
1985) (standard is not whether decree is one that 
will best serve society, but whether it is within the 
reaches of the public interest); United States v. 
Carrols Dev. Corp., 454 F. Supp. 1215, 1222 
(N.D.N.Y. 1978) (standard is not whether decree is 
the best of all possible settlements, but whether 
decree falls within the reaches of the public 
interest).

mandates certainty of free competition 
in the future. Court approval of a final 
judgment requires a standard more 
flexible and less strict than the standard 
required for a finding of liability. A 
‘‘proposed decree must be approved 
even if it falls short of the remedy the 
court would impose on its own, as long 
as it falls within the range of 
acceptability or is within the reaches of 
public interest.’’ 4

Moreover, the court’s role under the 
APPA is limited to reviewing the 
remedy in relationship to the violations 
that the United States has alleged in its 
complaint, and does not authorize the 
court to ‘‘construct [its] own 
hypothetical case and then evaluate the 
decree against that case.’’ Microsoft, 56 
F.3d at 1459. Since the ‘‘court’s 
authority to review the decree depends 
entirely on the government’s exercising 
its prosecutorial discretion by bringing 
the case in the first place,’’ it follows 
that the court ‘‘is only authorized to 
review the decree itself,’’ and not to 
‘‘effectively redraft the complaint’’ to 
inquire into other matters that the 
United States might have but did not 
pursue. Id. at 1459–60. 

VIII. Determinative Materials and 
Documents 

There are not determinative 
documents within the meaning of the 
APPA that were considered by the 
United States in formulating the 
proposed Final Judgment.

Dated: June 13, 2003.

Respectfully submitted,

Rosemary Simota Thompson, 
Attorney, Chicago Field Office, IL Bar 

#6204990, Department of Justice, Antitrust 
Division, 209 S. LaSalle St., Suite 600, 
Chicago, Illinois 60604. Telephone: (312) 
353–7530. Facsimile: (312) 353–1046.

[FR Doc. 03–16168 Filed 6–25–03; 8:45 am] 
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Drug Enforcement Administration 

Agency Information Collection 
Activities: Proposed Collection; 
Comments Requested

ACTION: 60-day notice of information 
collection under review: Extension of a 
currently approved collection, 
collection of laboratory analysis data on 
drug samples tested by non-Federal 
(State and Local) crime laboratories. 

The Department of Justice (DOJ), Drug 
Enforcement Administration (DEA), has 
submitted the following information 
collection request to the Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB) for 
review and approval in accordance with 
the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995. 
The proposed information collection is 
published to obtain comments from the 
public and affected agencies. Comments 
are encouraged and will be accepted 
until August 25, 2003. This process is 
conducted in accordance with 5 CFR 
1320.10. 

If you have comments, especially on 
the estimated public burden or 
associated response time, suggestions, 
or need a copy of the proposed 
information collection instrument with 
instructions or additional information, 
please contact Frank L. Sapienza, Chief, 
Drug and Chemical Evaluation Section, 
Drug Enforcement Administration, 
Washington, DC 20537, Telephone (202) 
307–7138. 

Written comments and suggestions 
from the public and affected agencies 
concerning the proposed collection of 
information are encouraged. Your 
comments should address one or more 
of the following four points: 

(1) Evaluate whether the proposed 
collection of information is necessary 
for the proper performance of the 
functions of the agency, including 
whether the information will have 
practical utility; 

(2) Evaluate the accuracy of the 
agencies estimate of the burden of the 
proposed collection of information, 
including the validity of the 
methodology and assumptions used; 

(3) Enhance the quality, utility, and 
clarity of the information to be 
collected; and 

(4) Minimize the burden of the 
collection of information on those who 
are to respond, including through the 
use of appropriate automated, 
electronic, mechanical, or other 
technological collection techniques or 
other forms of information technology, 
e.g., permitting electronic submission of 
responses.

Overview of This Information 
Collection 

(1) Type of Information Collection: 
Extension of a currently approved 
collection. 

(2) Title of the Form/Collection: 
Collection of Laboratory Analysis Data 
on Drug Samples Tested by Non-Federal 
(State and Local) Crime Laboratories. 

(3) Agency form number, if any, and 
the applicable component of the 
Department of Justice sponsoring the 
collection: Form Number: None. Office 
of Diversion Control, Drug Enforcement 
Administration, U.S. Department of 
Justice. 

(4) Affected public who will be asked 
or required to respond, as well as a brief 
abstract: Primary: State, Local, and 
Tribal Governments. Other: None. 
Abstract: Information is needed from 
state and local laboratories to provide 
DEA with additional analyzed drug 
information for the National Forensic 
Laboratory Information System. 

(5) An estimate of the total number of 
respondents and the amount of time 
estimated for an average respondent to 
respond: 150 respondents participate in 
this voluntary collection. Respondents 
respond monthly. Each response, which 
is provided electronically, takes ten 
minutes. 

(6) An estimate of the total public 
burden (in hours) associated with the 
collection: This collection is estimated 
to take 300 hours. 

If additional information is required 
contact: Brenda E. Dyer, Deputy 
Clearance Officer, Information 
Management and Security Staff, Justice 
Management Division, Department of 
Justice, Patrick Henry Building, Suite 
1600, 601 D Street, NW., Washington, 
DC 20530.

Dated: June 20, 2003. 
Brenda E. Dyer, 
Deputy Clearance Officer, Department of 
Justice.
[FR Doc. 03–16171 Filed 6–25–03; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 4410–09–M

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

National Institute of Corrections 

Solicitation for a Cooperative 
Agreement—Leading and Sustaining 
Change

AGENCY: National Institute of 
Corrections, Department of Justice.
ACTION: Solicitation for a cooperative 
agreement. 

SUMMARY: The Department of Justice 
(DOJ), National Institute of Corrections 
(NIC), announces the availability of 
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